reason, Christian Ostermann has argued that the June 1953 rebellion should be regarded as "one of the most significant focal points in the history of the Cold War." 2 The formative influence of the period after Stalin's death was bound to affect the West as well as the East, especially on the question of Germany. The role of the United States vis-a÷ -vis Germany during this period therefore warrants closer scrutiny. The particular focus of this essay is the Eisenhower administration's consideration of the Berlin problem, a problem that was to play a vital and continuing part in the Cold War. As Hope Harrison has demonstrated, the foundations of Soviet and East German policy during the Berlin crisis of 1958-1962 lay in the events of 1953. The East German rebellion set in motion a chain of developments culminating in Nikita Khrushchev's Berlin ultimatum in November 1958 and the building of the Berlin Wall twoand-a-half years later . 3 Yet what has been largely neglected in studies of Washington's handling of the Berlin problem is that U.S. policy, too, had its foundations in 1953. The East German uprising influenced U.S. perceptions of the Berlin problem long after the resistance had been crushed. This point was stressed as far back as 1981 by Blanche Wiesen Cook, who speculated (even before most of the key documents were available) that Dwight Eisenhower's response to Khrushchev's 1958 ultimatum could be traced back to the events of 1953 and 1954. 4 Eisenhower himself had publicly said as much in 1961 when he wrote that the Berlin policy papers he approved in January 1954 on the whole "continued to be followed quite consistently during the ensuing years." 5 Now that a much larger number of crucial documents have finally been declassified, the significance of the 1953-1954 period for the evolution of U.S. policy on the Berlin problem is even more apparent.
Having inherited the Berlin problem upon taking office in January 1953, the Eisenhower administration quickly reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to West Berlin and actively exploited it as part of a broader program aimed at undermining Soviet power in Eastern Europe. This program was dealt a severe blow by the East German uprising of mid-1953, but the importance of West Berlin to U.S. Cold War strategy continued to grow, forcing the administration to consider how it could best protect U.S. interests if faced with a serious challenge to Western access to Berlin. The outcome of this review process was a policy paper that envisaged the rapid and decisive escalation of a crisis and rejected the option of another airlift, as in 1948. By the time Eisenhower signed the paper in January 1954, two fundamental decisions about the Berlin problem had already been made: The United States would stay in West Berlin even at the risk of general war, and it would use West Berlin as the "free world's outpost" against the Soviet bloc. The stage was thus set for the Berlin crises of 1958-1962. 
Inheriting the Problem
It is an obvious but underappreciated fact that officials in Washington did not simply "forget" about the Berlin problem in May 1949, when the year-long blockade was lifted, only to be reminded of it again when Khrushchev issued his first ultimatum in November 1958. U.S. policymakers' expectations of another Berlin crisis in fact had not waned since the lifting of the blockade. From May 1949 to November 1958 they sought numerous ways to ameliorate the situation. Soon after Eisenhower took office, he was forced to confront the Berlin impasse and reevaluate the strategic and tactical implications of the U.S. commitment to the city. The new administration concerned itself with more than just logistical problems; it also undertook fundamental policy decisions.
The most basic of these was the question of whether to remain in West Berlin. Although the option of leaving was never seriously raised, Eisenhower recognized that the situation was potentially dangerous and "wholly illogical," as he later described it. He had been saying as much since 1945. 6 His election afforded opportunities to reassess the situation. The administration claimed a mandate for change and promised a fresh look at U.S. national security policy, a process that resulted in wide-ranging efforts such as Project Solarium. 7 Moreover, with Stalin's death in March 1953, there appeared to be a chance for a new approach to relations with the Soviet Union. Yet despite these apparent opportunities, the Eisenhower administration eschewed any direct challenge to the strategic logic of the Berlin problem. Truman had drawn the line in Berlin, and the new administration essentially decided that the line should stand and that any retreat from established positions would lead inexorably to a Soviet march through Western Europe. Although Eisenhower tentatively seized the opportunity to address the broader German question on 16 April 1953 when he called for "the end of the present unnatural division of Europe," a workable solution remained elusive. 8 The Berlin problem was a symptom of the broader German question, but it had developed a significance and problems of its own since the blockade of [1948] [1949] . Having inherited and accepted the strategic logic of the commitment to defend West Berlin, the Eisenhower administration had to face the difficult problem of squaring ends and means. The general circumstances remained unchanged: Although West Berlin was still militarily indefensible, the United States had promised to come to the city's defense. Initially, the efforts made by Eisenhower and his secretary of state, John Foster Dulles, to deal with this paradox were not substantively different from the policies of Harry Truman. Despite the far flung rhetoric during the 1952 presidential campaign that highlighted the differences between the foreign policy platforms of the Republicans and Democrats, the new administration sensed that continuity during a presidential transition was the best way to dissuade the Soviet Union from provoking an immediate crisis in Berlin. 9 It seemed entirely possible, 10 At a meeting of the National Security Council (NSC) on 25 February 1953, Director of Central Intelligence Allen Dulles reported that Soviet leaders were able to separate East Berlin from West Berlin and "to pull the plug and isolate Berlin completely when they felt that the time was propitious," and warned that "the situation was something to watch very carefully."
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The incoming administration therefore went to considerable lengths to dispel the notion that Eisenhower's position on the Berlin problem would be any different from Truman's. During a visit to the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) only a fortnight after the inauguration, Dulles reassured the Germans that "we, in the United States are, now as then [1948] , vitally interested in the welfare and security of this city and we share the determination of the Berliners to maintain their liberties."
12 Three days later, when assuming his new post as U.S. high commissioner, James B. Conant told a German journalist that Washington was as determined as ever to ensure that Berlin would remain "the free world's outpost."
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A week later he went into greater detail, pledging that "the new administration in Washington will not abandon Berlin. . . . We will continue to fulfill our duties and to maintain our rights." He also affirmed that the United States was "determined to keep open the lines of communications with Berlin," and he vowed that "I can assure you there will be no faltering in our determination." 14 Although Eisenhower and Dulles accepted the strategic rationale for the U.S. commitment to West Berlin, they soon began to move away from what they saw as Truman's overly defensive approach. In particular, they wanted to follow up on two opportunities they believed Truman had failed to use effectively. The first was the role that the common threat played in maintaining what was at times an uneasy unity within the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-nization (NATO). The Berlin blockade had been instrumental in pushing Western Europe toward collective security in 1949, and the Eisenhower administration looked for ways of using this common threat to its advantage once again. With the European Defense Community (EDC) treaty signed but not yet ratified, such leverage could be valuable in accelerating the process. To ensure that the United States would be ready to exploit the situation, the issue remained under constant interdepartmental review. 15 The second opportunity that Eisenhower and Dulles identified, and the one with the most far-reaching ramifications, involved the symbolism of Berlin. Truman's overall approach to the Berlin issue had been defensive. Berlin was valuable as a demonstration of American resolve to contain the Soviet Union, but with the distraction of the Korean War and the constraints imposed by the demobilization following World War II, the Truman administration saw few viable ways of seizing the initiative in Europe. Eisenhower came to office arguing that Truman's brand of containment was dangerously defensive. He wanted his own government to make positive use of the American commitment to Berlin by maximizing the inherent propaganda benefits of the situation. As part of this process, Berlin became a focal point in the wider psychological war for Eastern Europe. Eisenhower intended to use the American commitment to West Berlin as a primary weapon in his efforts to wrest the initiative back from Moscow.
Eisenhower and Dulles constantly played up the symbolic role of Berlin. They declared the city a "showplace of freedom," a "beacon of hope," and a "window to the West"-using terms that became synonymous with West Berlin by the time John F. Kennedy came to office-and thereby provided the rhetorical framework for discussion of the Berlin problem that persisted throughout the Kennedy years. There was also a more tangible element to this strategy. By the end of 1953, the Eisenhower administration had assigned West Berlin the role of a constant and visible irritant to Soviet power in Europe.
The new approach had an immediate impact on how the United States portrayed its commitment to West Berlin. Eisenhower and Dulles sought to cultivate the issue as a key element of the wider effort to undermine Communist control in Eastern Europe. Taking many of the basic elements from the wartime application of psychological warfare, the administration devised an elaborate strategy for Europe, including an array of cultural, political, economic, and intelligence measures and covert operations. These comprised traditional programs of disinformation and military intelligence, radio broad-casts, leaflet distribution, and other information activities, as well as more expansive programs such as the Atoms for Peace initiative. The most confrontational element directed toward Europe, long designated by U.S. administrations as the key region in the Cold War, was "liberation" or "rollback." The theoretical objective was to encourage and help the peoples of Eastern Europe throw off the yoke of Communism and reduce Soviet power-in short, to use political instability as a weapon against Soviet hegemony in Eastern Europe and thereby make Soviet power "a victim of its own dynamism," as Paul Nitze had declared a few years earlier in NSC 68.
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Of course, the idea that Soviet power was vulnerable to political instability was not new, but Eisenhower, driven partly by campaign politics, made this objective a priority. It was imperative, Dulles emphasized during the campaign, that "we should be dynamic, we should use ideas as weapons; and these ideas should conform to moral principles." He warned that Soviet leaders had long since recognized that they could "get further with ideas than with bombs" and were "using ideas as a principal missile." He argued that military buildups of the kind pursued by the Truman administration in the early 1950s had no practical effect against this strategy.
17 Eisenhower himself publicly embraced the policy, promising to implement "a dynamic program of penetration . . . to bring freedom to those who want it, and lasting peace to a troubled world." 18 As the policy developed during the campaign and into 1953, it remained vague on specifics but notionally directed toward seizing the moral and political offensive back from the Soviet Union.
Rollback and the East Berlin Riots
At the time of Eisenhower's inauguration in January 1953, the rollback policy had wide popular appeal, but some observers already recognized a serious flaw in it that was never successfully remedied. Although the policy ap- 19 The circumstances in East Germany seemed to offer an ideal setting for the policy; however, Conant warned Washington against inflated hopes. It was not safe to assume, he said, "that even if called upon to do so, the East Germans would be willing and capable of carrying out a revolution unless such a call coincided with a declaration of war and/or assurance of Western military support." Although the East German regime under Walter Ulbricht was battling severe economic problems and an outflow of refugees, there was nothing yet to suggest that the East German authorities could not control outbreaks of public dissent on their own.
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Despite the warnings from Bohlen and Conant, the administration set about preparing to implement rollback. Truman had established a Psychological Strategy Board (PSB) in April 1951 to devise and implement psychological warfare programs, but the PSB had neither the resources nor the institutional weight to make a significant impact. 21 Shortly after Eisenhower was inaugurated, he emphasized the seriousness with which his administration would wage political and psychological warfare. To this end, he announced the establishment of the President's Committee on International Information Activities. C.D. Jackson, a veteran of Eisenhower's North Africa campaign in World War II, was appointed special assistant to the president for Cold War planning, a post that gave him direct access to the president and a seat at nearly all top-level foreign policy discussions. In late July, the president announced that he was creating the United States Information Agency (USIA) to coordinate all foreign information programs. Two months later, the PSB was disbanded, and its responsibilities were essentially subsumed by a new NSC-directed body with a broader mandate and increased resources, the Operations Coordinating Board (OCB Senior officials hoped that Berlin would play a central part in rollback. To provide a full-time, centralized conduit for Washington-Berlin relations, the State Department created an informal "Berlin Desk" headed by Dulles's sister, Eleanor Lansing Dulles, under whose direction the desk came to play an important role. Charged with exploiting the U.S. commitment to the city and directing Washington's contribution to Berlin's reconstruction, the Berlin Desk was instrumental in consolidating the Washington-Berlin relationship.
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Like Truman, Eisenhower recognized the centrality of the U.S. commitment to West Berlin in reassuring the Germans of continuing U.S. support. The U.S. presence in the city was a formidable demonstration of American strength, and it also offered unparalleled opportunities to observe the dynamics of intra-bloc politics. Having already characterized West Berlin as the "window to the West," the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) sought to make it also the "window to the East." 24 Berlin became the hub of U.S. covert and overt anti-Soviet operations in Europe. In Germany such operations included: broadcasting into the East European satellites and the Soviet Union with Radio Free Europe (RFE) and Radio in the American Sector (RIAS); encouraging and funding pro-Western German youth groups, political parties, and social organizations; publishing newspapers and leaflets; providing CIA funding for front organizations such as the Congress for Cultural Freedom; engaging CIA support for a range of other propaganda activities; and initiating eavesdropping projects such as the Berlin Tunnel. Expectations were extraordinarily high. By not only maintaining an intelligence-gathering base in West Berlin, but also actively cultivating voices of dissent, the CIA hoped to destabilize Ulbricht's regime while ensuring at all times that the trail of responsibility would not lead back to Washington. Soon after these programs were launched, a spontaneous and widespread rebellion in mid-1953 posed a singularly perplexing challenge. When East Berlin workers began a wave of protests on 16 June 1953 that spread to hundreds of cities and towns throughout the GDR by the following day, Washington was caught off guard. 26 Eisenhower was forced to decide whether to mobilize U.S. political and covert agencies to aid the uprising. The East German workers initially had been seeking only a reduction in their work quotas, but they soon began to demand fundamental political changes-the very issues rollback sought to exploit. This seemed to augur well for the policy, but ultimately Washington was unable to seize the opportunity.
By the time the NSC convened on 18 June for its regular Thursday meeting, the uprising had been effectively quashed. Even so, the assembled officials hoped that new waves of protest would follow not only in East Germany, but in other bloc countries. The NSC discussion turned to how the United States might participate. Dulles noted that the crisis "posed a very tough problem for the United States to know how to handle." Jackson put it more colorfully: the "64-[thousand] dollar question," he said, was how far the United States was willing to go "if this thing really gets cracking."
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The main problem for Eisenhower to decide was whether the United States could support violent uprisings without destabilizing the situation so much that it would provoke general war. The absence of planning for such an occasion necessarily constrained his options. Although the president 26. Just over a fortnight before the uprising, the CIA had reported that Soviet control over the Eastern satellites was secure and that "although the majority of the satellite population is and will remain discontented with the regimes, organized opposition has been virtually eradicated. wanted to cause the Soviet Union every possible difficulty, he told the NSC that openly endorsing the rebellion would be tantamount to sending the rioters to their deaths. Consequently, he was not prepared to provide arms to the East Berliners, despite several recommendations to do so. As Eleanor Dulles later observed, "We had no moral right to ask people to risk their lives for a cause which in all probability was doomed to complete failure." Pitted against several hundred thousand heavily-armed Soviet troops, she argued, the rebels stood no chance. Supplying them with arms would only have led to their slaughter. 28 Eisenhower, however, was motivated by more than just the fear of having blood on his hands. It made no sense to take huge risks in what appeared to be a doomed venture. Eisenhower said at the NSC meeting that if the revolts became more serious and spread to the Soviet Union or to China, he might be willing to intervene. But as long as the disturbances remained confined to Eastern Europe, he judged that the Soviet Union would have few problems asserting its control and could retaliate quickly and easily against West Berlin. In such circumstances, American intervention faced a strong probability of backfiring and would result in a significant loss of prestige. It was not yet time, Eisenhower concluded, to "roll them out for keeps." 29 Consequently, despite the appeals of West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer and West Berlin Mayor Willy Brandt and a flood of news reports of West Berliners' impassioned pleas for the United States to follow through on what it had promised, Eisenhower and Dulles refrained from supporting the rebellion, going only so far as to encourage passive resistance. 30 Their silence was based on the simple conclusion that the uprising had no realistic chance of success. Eisenhower and Dulles regarded the crisis as symptomatic of a temporary weakening of Moscow's control over its satellite states, but not an event that in itself would topple the Soviet regime. The United States could fan the flames of discontent, but, as Jackson himself told the NSC, if they did so, heads would roll. In short, U.S. intervention would result in nothing more than a net loss. Although Jackson would have liked to seize the opportunity, he was unable to offer a plan that would meet with the president's approval. Apart from providing arms to the rioters, Jackson had few other immediate suggestions. Even RIAS and RFE broadcasts were restrained and called for the rioters to submit to the Soviet authorities. 31 The deployment of tens of thousands of Soviet troops and tanks, unchecked by U.S. intervention, ensured that the crisis passed quickly. The Soviet military enforced martial law and sealed the border between the Eastern and Western sectors of Berlin.
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In the days following, the PSB hurriedly put together a plan to exploit the unrest in Eastern Europe, but the scope of its proposals was limited, and the Soviet Union had restored order in the GDR before any of the ideas could be implemented. 33 The only definite action taken by the administration was the announcement of token financial aid for West Berlin's industries. 34 By the time the NSC met again on 25 June, the crisis was long over and Washington had turned its attention to assessing what happened. Several senior officials expressed a sense of guilt that they had unrealistically built up the hopes of the East German workers for U.S. support. Although Dulles flatly denied it, many in the administration went so far as to attribute responsibility for the riots to the U.S.-sponsored broadcasts over RIAS and RFE. High-ranking intelligence officials believed that the problem was more fundamental: CIA Director Allen Dulles told the NSC that since Stalin's death, the Soviet Union had been waging a "peace offensive." According to Dulles, Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov, who U.S. intelligence analysts surmised was driving Soviet policy, had "softened" Moscow's hold over the satellite countries as a political maneuver to divide the Western allies. Intelligence analysts claimed that this strategy had backfired when the people of Czechoslovakia and East Germany spontaneously seized the opportunity to voice their discontent. In a prediction that at first appeared reasonable based on available evidence, but then turned out to be egregiously wrong, Dulles speculated that the upheaval had demonstrated such weakness on the part of Ulbricht's regime that it could lead to Ulbricht's removal under Soviet auspices and the appointment of someone more capable. The Eisenhower administration was dismayed by the results of the crisis, not least because many policy makers sensed that U.S. inaction had undermined the credibility of rollback. To be sure, the very fact that the uprisings occurred, and particularly that the protesters quickly shifted from narrow economic complaints to wider political concerns-with pronounced anti-Soviet overtones-suggested that the central premise of rollback, namely that Soviet power in Eastern Europe was vulnerable to political attack, was essentially correct. 36 Nevertheless, the crisis demonstrated that instability in Eastern Europe could be just as dangerous to American interests as it was to Soviet security. Washington's unwillingness to become involved in East Germany highlighted serious deficiencies in rollback and the way it was implemented. It also created domestic political problems for the administration as critics accused the administration of hypocritically abandoning the very people whose hopes the United States had been deliberately building and exploiting. These critics, including Senator Joseph McCarthy, seized upon rumors of Communist infiltration of U.S. agencies in Germany to subject those agencies and foreign programs to withering scrutiny. 37 Despite these severe costs, Eisenhower and Dulles were convinced that the uprising had dealt a blow to the legitimacy of the Soviet position and exposed the fragility of the Communist regime. They quietly relished the irony that the workers of the GDR, who supposedly lived in a "workers' paradise" according to Communist propaganda, were the ones who protested against their living conditions. 38 Eisenhower and Dulles were also pleased that the crisis made it more difficult for the Soviet Union to engage in Four-Power talks on Germany and the Berlin question, which the administration had been leery of pursuing. In effect, the East Berliners had "pulled the rug from under the Kremlin" and opened a window of opportunity for the West to seize the initiative. 39 difficult to resist the calls from his allies-particularly British Prime Minister Winston Churchill-for a summit meeting, the instability in East Germany provided a convenient and timely excuse. 40 Dulles, for his part, saw a need for careful long-term management of the crisis. It was imperative, he believed, to resist the widespread perception that the uprising had marked the first step in the disintegration of Moscow's East European satellites. Like his brother, he regarded the "softening" of Soviet control as a deliberate, if miscalculated, tactic in the Soviet peace campaign rather than a sign of fundamental weakness. Molotov was "undoubtedly the ablest and shrewdest diplomat since Machiavelli," Dulles told the NSC, and it would be unwise to exaggerate the significance of the revolt. 41 Although the crisis strengthened American propaganda urging general elections for the whole of Germany, Dulles claimed that the riots presented the Soviet Union with a choice of taking either a more lenient or a tougher line. Either way, he argued, the West should anticipate imminent action. It was difficult to predict what that move might be-the range of options appeared to include a proposal to remove all foreign troops from Germany or renewed calls for the neutralization and unification of Germany-but recent Soviet actions, including moves toward an armistice in Korea and the recall of twenty top Soviet officials from East Germany, seemed to indicate that something was afoot.
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Some officials, however, were less sanguine, fearing that Soviet military action could not be ruled out. Whereas Dulles suggested that the instability made it less likely that East German paramilitary forces would attack West Berlin, the U.S. High Commission in Germany (HICOG) suspected that the entire episode had been a carefully fabricated disturbance that would give the Soviet Union a pretext for permanently sealing off East Berlin and even for seizing the whole city, a scenario that had been considered by the CIA for some time. This view was shared by a few outside HICOG, but most U.S. officials agreed that the inability of Ulbricht's regime to quell the uprisings without Soviet tanks probably convinced Moscow that Soviet control over East Germany would be endangered by war. Such an assessment, the administration concluded, indicated that a Soviet withdrawal from East Germany was now highly unlikely. From the administration's standpoint, this was no bad thing. Earlier on, U.S. officials had been concerned that the Soviet Union would withdraw its troops form the GDR and put pressure on the West to reciprocate. This would leave intact the dense web of Soviet political ties with the governing East German Communist party, a scenario that the Eisenhower administration wanted to avoid. U.S. policy makers were relieved that the June 1953 uprising had apparently convinced Soviet leaders that it would be too risky to pull Soviet troops out of East Germany. 44 As Soviet control over East Germany tightened, U.S. officials continued to watch the Eastern satellites closely for any signs of significant unrest. At the same time, the administration engaged in a vigorous debate about the place of rollback in U.S. strategy. 45 Eisenhower and Dulles found that they had to fend off accusations of having shown depraved indifference. As Jackson put it to Eisenhower: "The very thing that was so gratifying, i.e. that these German developments were spontaneous and not engineered from the outside, is now about to boomerang because we have not moved in." 46 To counter this perception, the administration sought means short of military intervention to display its support for the people of Berlin and East Germany. In early July, at Adenauer's suggestion, the United States joined West Germany in launching a highly successful food program that provided a major propaganda coup and heightened popular defiance of the East German regime. The pressure that the Soviet and East German authorities felt from the program became obvious when they were forced to impose restrictions on travel into West Berlin and to mete out punishment against East Berliners who were caught participating. The program was judged an overwhelming success by U.S. officials at the scene. 47 Other limited yet provocative projects were designed to keep the East German regime on the defensive. These included "information activities" such as free exhibits, including a spectacularly popular exhibit on Atoms for Peace, scholarship funds for East German students to attend Berlin's Free University, and active encouragement of commemoration of the June riots. 48 In the short term, then, the experience of the June riots taught U.S. policy makers the high risks of rollback, risks that were again demonstrated in Hungary in 1956. 49 Bohlen's earlier warnings of the danger of publicly announcing "liberation" as an objective of U.S. foreign policy appeared to be vindicated and were vigorously supported by some in Washington. Perhaps the most telling criticism came from several American ambassadors in Western Europe, especially Conant, who took the opportunity of a meeting in September 1953 to voice strong disapproval of what they believed was the disproportionate and damaging influence that Washington's psychological warriors were having on U.S. policy toward Europe.
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In contrast to those who feared that rollback had lost credibility, some officials (especially at the planning level) gradually saw reason for hope. 51 As John Ausland of the State Department's Bureau of German Affairs remarked, "the uprising had a lasting influence on our thinking." In fact, he said, "much of our planning was directed toward preparing for a repetition of those events."
52 Despite the failure of the rebellion and its potentially dangerous implications, the crisis appeared to show that organized underground movements existed and that they could be effective in the GDR and other parts of Eastern Europe. 53 Some officials even speculated that the riots revealed a window of opportunity for the more ambitious aspects of Washington's Ger- Original estimates had been to supply one million food parcels per month to residents of the Soviet zone. In the first two days of the program, however, over 200,000 Soviet zone residents collected parcels from West Berlin. Debate ensued among the Western allies regarding the appropriate level of publicity to give the program without provoking the Kremlin. See man policy. It had demonstrated that Moscow's control over its occupation zone was more precarious than at any point since 1948. Cecil Lyon, the director of the Berlin Element of HICOG, reported that even though Soviet troops quickly reasserted control without sacrificing Ulbricht's government, the June uprisings caused ordinary East Germans to "take a new lease on life and encouraged them to believe liberation from Communist rule might be achieved." 54 Many in Washington agreed with Ausland's October 1953 assessment that the uprisings and the effectiveness of efforts such as the food program demonstrated that "the right program at the right time can redound to our benefit. In other words, the Soviet position in Germany is by no means impregnable, and western actions can take advantage of its weaknesses." 55 Even those who shared this optimism, however, were aware that if rollback was to remain a part of U.S. Cold War strategy, the management of the policy had to be vastly improved. Over the following years, the lessons that Washington took away from the riots were incorporated into official policy. In an amendment to the official paper on U.S. objectives in Germany, the NSC resolved to encourage the East German people to resist Ulbricht's regime passively, but to avoid incidents that would lead to violence or action that might result in a net loss to U.S. interests. As Conant succinctly put it (with a touch of frustration), the intention was "to keep the pot simmering but not bring it to a boil." 56 The administration made clear that it would support passive resistance, but it would go to considerable lengths to dispel the impression that the United States was offering blanket support for anti-Soviet demonstrations.
A New Approach to the Berlin Problem
The effect of these events was to make the Berlin problem even more important to U.S. Cold War strategy. Eisenhower sought to bring the tactical aspects of the problem-notably contingency planning-into line with the issue's increased salience. The contingency policy that the Eisenhower administration inherited was NSC 132/1, "U.S. Policy and Courses of Action to Counter Soviet or Satellite Action Against Berlin." At the core of this policy was an airlift. Truman had, albeit reluctantly, based his planning for a future challenge in Berlin on the assumption that a long-term airlift was the only viable way to resist anything less than a direct military attack on the city. 57 Although drafted only about a year earlier, NSC 132/1 rested on assumptions not shared by Eisenhower. The most important assumption concerned the desirability of a military response to a new Soviet challenge. The policy paper specified that "the Western powers should avoid the use of force unless and until necessity dictates." 59 Technically, Eisenhower still subscribed to this basic principle, but he saw a much lower threshold of what constituted "necessity." On the basis of this fundamental principle, he supervised the formulation of a new approach to protecting the U.S. commitment to West Berlin.
On 1 October 1953, as part of a general review process, Dulles presented the NSC with a progress report on the implementation of NSC 132/1. 60 Much of what he reported was encouraging. He claimed that substantial progress had been made in decreasing West Berlin's vulnerability to a blockade, mainly through the stockpiling of basic supplies and preparations to make essential services run independently of facilities in the Eastern sector. Military authorities in Germany had developed plans ranging from token to fullscale airlifts. Efforts were under way to simplify the command structure by placing all Western forces in Berlin under a single chain of command in the event of an emergency. These American, British, and French forces could be supplemented by a solid contingent of West Berlin police now consisting of 15,000 men. Although numerically far inferior to the East German Bereitschaften, these West Berlin police officers, who were trained in the use of mortars, bazookas, and tear gas, were expected to make a valuable and timely contribution in the event of an East German attack on the city.
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On the less positive side, Dulles reported that there were still considerable vulnerabilities. Despite the impressive economic revitalization of the Federal Republic, economic conditions in West Berlin, although improving, remained difficult-a situation that the Soviet Union appeared intent on aggravating by exploiting the isolation of the city.
62 One-quarter of West Berlin's labor force was unemployed, and the city's exports covered only two-thirds of the value of its imports, forcing the West Berliners to depend on external economic aid. A constant stream of refugees from East Germany, peaking at 30,000 a month, added to the ranks of West Berlin's unemployed and homeless and placed further strains on the resources of the Western sectors. 63 For Washington, these hardships had more than economic implications. They again raised the problem of maintaining morale in Berlin, an essential element if the U.S. commitment to the city were to be maintained. To complicate matters further, the administration was seeking to rationalize and reduce its financial outlay for Germany, making it urgent to reassure West Berlin's population of the continued interest of the United States in the security and welfare of the city and to emphasize the relatively generous support that Berlin received. Coordination of political and military planning with the British, French, and West Germans was also running into difficulties, par- Most of these refugees were evacuated to the Federal Republic, but many thousands remained in West Berlin as "nonrecognized" refugees. The problem was not so much one of finance as it was of space and Berlin morale. Washington was aware that existing policies were not adequate and that a suitable, long-term solution had to be found. Several attempts at financing construction of accommodation were partially successful but did not provide long-term relief, and risked souring the hopes of satellite peoples. Generally, the exodus of people from the Soviet zone was seen in the West as positive, but some feared for the destabilizing effect it could have on Eastern Europe, and others preferred that pro-Western agitators stayed in East Germany to carry on their resistance. Robert M. ticularly because of the reluctance of the British and French to commit in advance to countermeasures or specific reprisals. 64 In response to Dulles's report, Eisenhower outlined his own views on how the United States should go about honoring its commitment to West Berlin and countering the potential Soviet threat to interfere with Western access. It was clear, he said, that existing planning did not go far enough; if the Soviet Union blockaded West Berlin again, this would be tantamount to a declaration of war. The prospect of general war had to be plainly faced without going through all the time-consuming preliminary steps prescribed by NSC 132/1. He warned that if the Western allies allowed themselves to be drawn into a long-term airlift-which the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) advised was no longer even possible-they would appear belligerent once the situation became untenable and they were forced to take more drastic measures.
In light of what he perceived to be a general decline in U.S. prestige abroad, this was a serious problem. To emphasize the stakes involved, he told his advisers that if the United States acquiesced in a new blockade, it would effectively sacrifice its leadership of the Free World.
65
Eisenhower was thus left with the same problem that Truman had faced: If an airlift was not a viable option, what were the alternatives? The notes from the 1 October 1953 NSC meeting do not record whether Eisenhower offered his own solution to this problem. His remarks, however, clearly implied that military force would be used. For the moment this went unsaid-at least by the president. But the new chairman of the JCS, Admiral Arthur Radford, was more forthcoming. Seizing upon the opportunity created by the president's remarks, he put forward his own view of the problem. Prior to his appointment to the JCS, Radford had attended only one NSC meeting, a session in 1948 at which General Lucius Clay had reported on the first Soviet blockade. At that meeting, Clay had recommended breaking the blockade with military force. That proposal was the subject of vigorous debate during the summer and fall of 1948, but Secretary of State George Marshall and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Omar Bradley, were both vehemently opposed to the use of force against the blockade. They quickly persuaded Truman to reject Clay's advice. Radford now revealed, quite bluntly, that he believed Clay's course had been the right one in 1948 and remained the right one in 1953. In view of the president's dissatisfaction with existing planning, the NSC's Planning Board was charged with reviewing NSC 132/1, but the board lacked any direct instructions on how to proceed. Two months later, after a review process dominated by the State Department, Dulles submitted the revised document to the NSC on 10 December 1953 under the designation NSC 173, "U.S. Policy and Courses of Action to Counter Possible Soviet or Satellite Courses of Action Against Berlin." Aside from some minor updates reflecting the changed situation since NSC 132/1 had been drafted, NSC 173 was almost identical in both wording and sentiment to the policy paper it was designed to supersede. The document still envisaged a four-stage reaction to a Soviet challenge. Military force was not to be employed until the fourth stage, and even then only if the airlift had failed, the Western position in Berlin had become untenable, and all other diplomatic and political options had been exhausted. 67 Predictably, the president, with the vocal concurrence of the Joint Chiefs, immediately rejected NSC 173. Eisenhower then proceeded to give an even more detailed exposition of his views. He revealed that he too believed that Clay had been right in 1948 to call for armed convoys to test the blockade and reestablish ground access. 68 Eisenhower said that he had no intention of being drawn into a long-term airlift, and that it was imperative to call Moscow's hand as soon as possible. A failure to do so would only embolden Moscow and perhaps lead to miscalculation and general war. The only way to avoid this and make the issues clear, he said, was to challenge any restrictions that the Soviet Union imposed. Accordingly, he ordered the NSC to rewrite the policy paper, basing it on the assumption that a Berlin crisis had to be resolved within three months.
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The Joint Chiefs also took this opportunity to assert their influence. They argued that if the four-stage program outlined in NSC 173 were followed, it would place the military into an impossible position that could result only in embarrassment. The JCS were confident that the full-scale rearmament undertaken since 1950 would allow the United States to challege a blockade with greater assurance than had been the case in 1948-1949. In 1948, they said, the military posture of the Western allies had been too weak to assert their rights, but this weakness had now been rectified. 70 There was no doubt, the Joint Chiefs asserted, that the Western powers were in a much stronger military position relative to the Soviet bloc than in 1949. Although the airlift of 1948-1949 was widely regarded as a political and psychological victory for the West, the Joint Chiefs warned that if the West appeared to acquiesce in a new blockade, the consequences would be dire:
The acceptance by the Allies of such a situation now would not only constitute a political setback of considerable proportions but would undoubtedly be widely interpreted as a sign of weakness vis-a÷ -vis the Soviet Bloc, with consequent injurious effects upon United States prestige and leadership worldwide, and upon the determination of free peoples everywhere to resist Soviet domination. 71 They also warned that advances in Soviet technology and contingency planning would neutralize the effect of an airlift. Radford urged the NSC not to repeat the airlift of 1948. He recommended that limited military force, rather than being the fourth and last stage of response, should now become the first reaction, even before diplomatic options had been fully explored. Eisenhower agreed. 72 Interestingly, on this fundamental issue of when to resort to military force-a question that clearly had profound diplomatic and political ramifications-Dulles had remarkably little to say. A memorandum from the NSC meeting on 10 December 1953 records several exchanges between Dulles and the NSC's executive secretary, Robert Cutler, who attempted to explain the difference between the two views on employing limited military force: NSC 173 and NSC 132/1 had recommended it only as a last resort, whereas the president and the Joint Chiefs were now suggesting that it be the first re- sponse, even before any significant diplomatic efforts had been tried. According to S. Everett Gleason's memorandum of the discussion, Dulles failed to see any difference between the two plans. 73 This probably had more to do with Dulles's assessment of the importance of the discussion than with a genuine failure to comprehend the difference, as Gleason's memorandum implies. There were more pressing matters pertaining to European defense and the German question on the State Department's agenda, and Dulles also had legitimate questions about the relevance of contingency planning to the Berlin problem. When the drafting process was under way, he argued that the military provisions of NSC 5404/1 would never be needed. The United States, he said, had already made it abundantly clear-and continued to do so-that it would not tolerate a serious infringement of its rights of access to West Berlin. In light of these statements and the buildup of U.S. military power, Dulles believed it was highly unlikely that the Soviet Union would physically attempt to prevent U.S. forces from entering or leaving the city. As he advised his successor, Christian Herter, in March 1959, if the United States maintained the credibility of its resolve, "there is not one chance in 1000 the Soviets will push it to the point of war." 74 If they did so, he contended, this would mean there had been a serious lapse in the deterrent, and he had no intention of allowing that to happen. Dulles's apparent indifference to the intricacies of the NSC's discussion left an opening for the Joint Chiefs to take the lead. They incorporated the president's views into a draft policy paper for the NSC.
The result was NSC 5404/1, "U.S. Policy on Berlin," 75 a document that laid the foundation for the administration's policy on the Berlin problem for the next several years. Submitted to the NSC in late January 1954, it contained strong and repeated recommendations that the United States react "vigorously," "quickly," "forcefully," and "promptly" to any new Berlin crisis. NSC 5404/1 stated that if the Soviet Union continued to challenge U.S. interests once Washington's intentions had been made clear, the United States would be compelled "to take immediate and forceful action to counter the Soviet challenge, even though such countermeasures might lead to general war." The paper identified several factors that allowed for a more confrontational stand: the military readiness of NATO had been improved; the Soviet Union had been put on notice that any action against Berlin would be forcefully resisted; a stockpile of supplies had been built up in West Berlin; Soviet leaders had instituted measures to undermine the effect of a counter-blockade; and Soviet technology had advanced considerably, particularly in radio-jamming and interference with navigation instruments. The new policy said it was necessary to force the issue inasmuch as "the period between initiation of aggressive actions and the 'show down' is likely to be short," requiring diplomatic, military, and mobilization actions to be rapid and decisive.
Important though these provisions were, NSC 5404/1 was not just a military document. It also contained measures to enhance West Berlin's symbolism, reduce the city's vulnerability to blockade, and combat a growing feeling of despair detected among Berliners. 76 It recommended an intensified program to improve relationships with local political authorities, a review of stockpile procedures to place less dependence on an airlift, economic and relief projects to bolster the Berliners' morale and reduce unemployment, and the development of unilateral and multilateral contingency plans. In addition to these essentially defensive measures, the NSC sought to exploit "unrivalled propaganda advantages" over the Soviet Union by allocating funds for special projects designed to influence the people of the Soviet zone and sector, by intensifying intelligence activities, and by consolidating British and French support.
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By far the most contentious item in the policy paper was the recommendation for the use of "limited military force" to test the seriousness of Soviet interference with Western access. "Limited military force" was later defined by the Defense Department as "sufficient to determine definitely Soviet intentions by drawing Soviet fire or by otherwise compelling the Soviets to choose between permitting or resisting with force the passage of the U.S. forces along the Autobahn." 78 The object of such an exercise was not to wage conventional warfare. After all, Eisenhower had never considered a ground war in Europe to be a feasible option after 1945, especially if it were limited to conventional weapons. Rather, the point was to wrest the political-military initiative from Moscow and to define the issue in the starkest terms, relying on the credibility of massive retaliation. 79 Although Eisenhower was confident that the existing preponderance of U.S. strategic power would be decisive in influencing 78. The specific force required to achieve this objective was assessed as one motorized rifle platoon to accompany motor convoys and one reinforced rifle platoon on each train. R.B. Anderson to Dulles, 25 May 1955 , FRUS, 1955 -1957 Soviet leaders, 80 he recognized that the value of massive retaliation was potentially limited even in circumstances in which it could be most effective. The documentary record on the Berlin issue from 1953 and 1954 clearly shows that Eisenhower had already identified the key difficulties in applying massive retaliation to the Berlin problem long before the administration's critics raised the issue later in the decade. Those later criticisms focused on a point that Eisenhower himself had recognized in general terms in 1952: Without a direct and unambiguous threat, the credibility of massive retaliation was difficult to sustain. 81 This was particularly pertinent to the Berlin problem. It had long been recognized that the challenge was likely to come in the form of incremental political encroachments on Western rights and interests, or what were otherwise known as "salami tactics." It was unlikely that the Soviet Union would be foolish enough to provide the West with a clear casus belli, especially since the Western powers had declared that they would treat a military attack on West Berlin as equivalent to an attack on London, Paris, or Washington. 82 The problem, as Eisenhower saw it, was that there were limits to the asymmetry of response. It was important, he said, to define some overt Soviet act as constituting a blockade: "Otherwise the situation would be so fuzzed up that we would never arrive at a precise point where we could call the Russian hand."
83 His solution, therefore, was to force the Soviet Union to decide at the outset whether to pursue war or peace. If Soviet leaders retreated-as he expected they would-this could stabilize the situation; but if they pressed ahead with their attack, deterrence would have failed and the real possibility of general war would have to be faced. Accordingly, NSC 5404/1 spelled out a clear process of escalation: If the Soviet Union blocked access to Berlin, the United States would issue an ultimatum threatening the use of force and would send an armed probe along the Autobahn to assess Soviet intentions. Simultaneously, Washington would initiate general mobilization for the dual purpose of persuading Moscow of the dire nature of the situation and preparing, if necessary, for all-out war. U.S. leaders recognized that if war did occur, Berlin itself was militarily indefensible. Hence, rather than be sending any more troops to the region, they would immediately invoke general war plans. tration knew that it would be extremely difficult to sell it to the British and French. Since 1948 it had been an article of faith that Western action could be undertaken only with British and French support. 85 In the immediate postwar years, the British and French strongly supported U.S. intervention in Europe, but they had demonstrated that they could be difficult and reluctant partners, particularly in moments of crisis. This created a vulnerability that the Soviet Union could conceivably exploit. 86 The administration was concerned that, as Walter Bedell Smith put it during the height of the Berlin blockade, the West's "combined plans present the lowest common denominator of fears of all participants." 87 U.S. officials anticipated that the option of employing limited military force before diplomatic avenues were exhaustively pursued would encounter resistance and skepticism. They did not expect that the British and French would view the situation with the same urgency that the NSC now did. The distraction posed by France's embroilment in Indochina further complicated matters. The NSC resolved that it would seek to persuade Britain and France to accept U.S. policy, but that "the United States must be prepared to act alone if this will serve its best interests."
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This emphasis on unilateralism made it extremely difficult to implement some sections of NSC 5404/1. The activities that could be undertaken without controversy, such as the stockpiling and propaganda programs, proceeded well. But other important provisions, specifically those requiring allied participation, were more troublesome. In January 1954, while the NSC was still formulating the new policy, the foreign ministers of the United States, the Soviet Union, Britain, and France met in Berlin to discuss the German question. Once again, they made little progress. The Soviet leadership, having recently decided to consolidate Ulbricht's regime in a separate East German state, was in no position to compromise. 89 The Western powers, for 85. NSC 132/1 had said: "In considering possible courses of action, we must recognize that they can be pursued effectively only with the support of our major allies. It is reasonable to assume that divergencies of view are liable to develop as to the desirability and effectiveness of specific courses of action, and the United States must take these into account at every stage of planning and execution of plans." NSC 132/1. If U.S. leaders had any doubts about the unwillingness of their European allies to embrace the new policy, events in 1953-1954 dispelled them. Because U.S. officials knew that proposals to use force would raise havoc with the allies, they were reluctant to initiate discussions on the subject, for fear of jeopardizing other, more immediately important negotiations. The British had repeatedly made clear that they regarded an airlift as the only proper response if the Soviet Union reimposed a blockade. Discussions with the British and French indicated that London's disinclination "to die for Berlin" was getting stronger, while the French were increasingly determined to maintain their independence of action and were therefore strongly opposed to ironclad contingency plans. 91 The OCB's executive officer, Elmer Staats, acknowledged that these differences created an almost insurmountable "problem of timing." 92 To avoid controversy that might put at risk other negotiations, the changes to American policy remained a closely guarded secret. 93 Yet, by May 1954, pressure was mounting to broach the changes with the British and French. Airlift planning and stockpile programs were nearing completion, and the modifications proposed under NSC 5404/1 needed to be made almost immediately if they were to be effective. However, it appeared doubtful that these modifications could be carried out without arousing suspicions or revealing that U.S. policy on Berlin had changed. If that were to happen, it would be impossible to explain the modifications to the British and French without disclosing the new policy.
More pressing matters intervened, the most important of which was the collapse of the EDC. In August 1954, two years after the EDC treaty had been signed, the French legislature finally rejected it. Having staked a great deal on the ratification of the treaty, Eisenhower found that his plans for mean-ingful reductions in the U.S. military and financial commitment to Western Europe had suffered a severe setback. The United States would now be forced to rely on policies that, although in place, were supposed to have become redundant with the implementation of the EDC. 94 The collapse of the EDC also had a direct impact on U.S. planning for Berlin. Radford and Allen Dulles warned that in the wake of the EDC fiasco, the Soviet Union would undoubtedly exploit those differences. Because the Berlin question hinged on Allied cooperation, it was bound to be a prime target for a Soviet diplomatic offensive. More important, a number of senior officials succumbed to their frustration with the allies by using the EDC's failure as a justification for the United States to shed any lingering dependence on British and French cooperation in protecting U.S. national interests, particularly West Berlin. They would have to wait until Washington's program of "educational work" would convince the British and French of the importance of West Berlin. 95 These tensions were heightened by the perception of an imminent threat to the city brought about by the growing harassment of Western traffic and the continued turmoil in East Germany. Radford warned that if the British and French remained unwilling to accept the policy adopted by Washington, the NSC should revise the policy to eliminate all dependence on British and French participation. 96 Although Eisenhower and Dulles regarded this idea as extreme, the administration did its best in 1954 and 1955 to develop ways of implementing the new policy secretly without arousing the suspicions of the British or the French. In the meantime, the administration continued to prepare for a unilateral defense of U.S. interests. In late December 1954, the Joint Chiefs reported that they had completed the military preparations and stood ready to implement NSC 5404/1 unilaterally if necessary. 97 Although many officials believed that the British and French should be apprised of the new policy, Eisenhower and Dulles refused to do so because there always seemed to be other talks that could be jeopardized. The administration, while waiting for "a more suitable time" to raise the issue, never seemed to find one.
98

The Foundations of the Berlin Crises of 1958-1962
Between 1954 and 1958, formal Berlin policy remained essentially unchanged. In February 1958, Eisenhower reaffirmed NSC 5404/1 when he signed a new document, NSC 5803, the "Statement of U.S. Policy Toward Germany," which included NSC 5404/1 almost verbatim. 99 NSC 5404/1 remained permanently on the OCB's agenda, with periodic updates submitted for the NSC's approval. 100 Although a Berlin crisis was a hypothetical situation in 1953 and 1954, there appeared to be a real chance that it might come to pass. If it did, Eisenhower had no intention of being caught off-guard as Truman was in mid-1948. Yet despite Eisenhower's active involvement in the revision of U.S. policy on Berlin, he never intended to create an inflexible blueprint for action. He knew there were far too many variables for him to trust automatic responses. Rather, NSC 5404/1 was designed as a point of departure for his administration to deal with the Berlin problem and manage a potential crisis. The contingency planning was intended as a fallback option, not as a rigid guide to action. Even so, the document underscored Eisenhower's belief that the United States must play an active role in Berlin and must not wait for a crisis before facing important decisions.
Eisenhower and Dulles both knew that the circumstances of the Berlin situation were fluid, and that there was no way to foresee the precise circumstances of the problem at any given time. Developments after 1953 certainly confirmed this. Political relations among the Western allies became a delicate balancing act, as reinvigorated West European states sought to reassert their own influence and interests. The growth of national military forces and even national nuclear deterrents, in Britain and (later) France, made issues of European defense exceedingly complicated. 101 Furthermore, the Suez crisis of 1956 greatly impressed upon Eisenhower and Dulles the centrality of Allied relations in resolving crises. Changes in strategic circumstances also played a role. Between 1953 and 1958, thermonuclear weapons entered the arsenals of East and West in increasing numbers, and the means of their deliveryspecifically, long-range ballistic missiles and high-speed bombers-created new risks associated with miscalculation and uncontrolled escalation. These risks magnified concerns that what started as "limited military force" could quickly escalate to a nuclear confrontation. 102 Other developments during the intervening period also had a direct impact on the evolution of the Berlin problem throughout the 1950s. In 1954, the Soviet Union announced that it regarded the GDR as a sovereign state, prompting the West to respond in two important ways. First, the United States placed West Berlin under NATO's nuclear umbrella, a commitment that was reaffirmed in subsequent years. The United States thus gave a visible guarantee of its commitment to West Berlin, reinforcing the continued direct promises from NATO as a whole. 103 The second response seemed less significant at the time, but was actually at the heart of the later crisis. Faced with the prospect that the Soviet Union might relinquish some of its administrative duties to the East Germans, the decision was made at the ambassadorial level to accept GDR officials as representatives of the Soviet Union, albeit under protest. Not until Ulbricht announced in late 1955 that East Berlin was the GDR's capital and proposed to restrict traffic between East and West Berlin did Western officials begin to show serious concerns about the implications of such a cutoff. 104 It is likely-though not definite-that Soviet intelligence sources in Berlin knew of the 1954 operational decision and passed news of it on to Moscow. When Eisenhower himself learned of the
